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The Semantics of Participial -ing
Kiyomi Kusumoto
Abstract: This paper proposes a unified semantics of the participial
morpheme -ing for the progressive and noun-modifying participles. I
show that the analysis explains (i) why certain statives but not others
are incompatible with the progressive, and (ii) why such discrepancy is
not found in noun-modifying participles. I also argue that the
incomplete-event approach for bare predicates in the sense of Zucchi
(1999) has to be assumed for the analysis to account for the imperfec-
tive paradox exhibited both in the progressive construction and noun-
modifying participles. Therefore, the current analysis should be taken
as evidence for the incomplete-event approach.
Key words: -ing, participial, event semantics, the imperfective paradox
1. Introduction
1.1. The -ing morpheme
The English morpheme -ing is a verbal suffix. The V-ing form may be
used in many different ways. The progressive in English is realized as
the verb be plus a verb with the -ing morpheme, as in (1)a. It is used as
a noun-modifier as in (1)b, or as an adjunct phrase as in (1)c. Tradition-
ally, the V-ing form found in these constructions is called ‘(present) par-
ticiple’ (Quirk et al. 1985, 1291−92).
(1) a. John was building a barn
b. The man building a barn is John
c. Driving down the street, John saw a jackrabbit
The V-ing form in the following constructions is called ‘gerund’:
(2) a. I remember his rebuilding the barn
３５
b. I remember him rebuilding the barn
c. His rebuilding of the barn took five months
The V-ing form found in these constructions differ from the one in (1) in
that it has a noun-like property; it occurs in the subject or the object po-
sitions. Three classes of ‘gerundive’ -ing, -ingPOSS, -ingACC, and -ingOF, are
recognized in the literature (Roeper and Wasow 1972, Abney 1987). The
-ingPOSS is a gerundive form that takes a direct object and whose subject
is realized in the possessive form ((2)a), the -ingACC also takes a direct
object but its subject is realized in the accusative form ((2)b), and the -
ingOF is more like a noun in that its object is realized following the
preposition of ((2)c).
A natural question that arises is whether all these -ing forms are
instances of the same lexical element or not. That is, is a unified analy-
sis for the -ing morpheme possible? It is a challenging task both syntac-
tically and semantically. Syntactically, the -ing form seem to belong to
different syntactic categories. The V-ing in the progressive is often con-
sidered to be the main predicate of a sentence and hence verb-like with
be as an auxiliary verb. The V-ing in a noun-modifying construction
shows distribution similar to that of adjectives. Gerundive V-ing forms
are often argued to be sentence-like and noun-like at the same time. Se-
mantically, gerundive V-ing forms are claimed to denote propositions or
sets of eventualities (Zucchi 1989, Portner 1992). The V-ing form in the
progressive is considered to denote the same type of function as verbs
without -ing, i.e., the function from individuals to sets of eventualities
(Landman 1992).
An attempt has been made to give a uniform syntactic analysis of
-ing in Milsark 1988. There he argues that the -ing morpheme is an ele-
ment of Infl whose lexical category is unspecified. Later in the PF com-
ponent, -ing-affixed verbs are assigned [±N] and [±V] value freely, re-
sulting in the -ing form having four different lexical categories, N, A, V,
and
1
P.
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To my knowledge, there has not been an attempt to unify the se-
mantics of the -ing form. In the semantic literature, a lot of attention
has been paid to the semantics of ‘gerund’ on the one hand (Zucchi
1989, Portner 1992), and that of the progressive on the other (Dowty
1979, Parsons 1990, and Landman 1992). Stump (1985) gives an ac-
count on different semantic properties of adjunct participles ((1)c). But
there has not been much work on noun-modifying participles ((1)b).
As a first step toward a unified analysis, I will in this paper con-
sider the -ing form in the first two constructions in (1), namely the pro-
gressive and noun-modifying participles. I argue that the -ing mor-
pheme in these two constructions is one and the same morpheme, and
propose its semantics.
1.2. Noun-modifying participles and the progressive
In the early stage of generative grammar (in the 60’s and 70’s), sen-
tences like (3) are considered to be derived from sentences like (4) by an
optional transformation rule.
(3) a. The man building a house over there is my uncle
b. I said hello to a woman crossing the street
(4) a. The man who is building a house over there is my uncle
b. I said hello to a woman who was crossing the street
The rule may be optionally applied to sentences like (4) and when ap-
plied it deletes the relative pronoun and the verb be (together with
tense), deriving sentences like (3). The rule is referred to as Whiz Dele-
tion in Ross (1972). Under such an analysis, -ing in the two construc-
tions is considered to be the same morpheme.
Assuming the synonymy of -ing in the two constructions gives a
natural way to account for semantic similarities between the two. One
concerns the interpretation of accomplishment verbs with -ing and the
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other with the interpretation of achievement verbs with -ing.
The progressive with accomplishment verbs gives rise to what is
called the imperfective paradox. Unlike non-progressive sentences like
(6), which entail the completion of the relevant event, progressive sen-
tences may be truthfully uttered event when it is known that the rele-
vant event is not completed. A woman in (5)b, for instance, may be in-
terrupted and may have never gotten to the other side of the street.
(5) a. The man is building a house
b. A woman was crossing the street
(6) a. The man will build a house
b. A woman crossed the street
The imperfective paradox is seen in noun-modifying participles, too:
(7) a. The man building a house over there is my uncle
b. I said hello to a woman crossing the street
Here, too, the completion of the event is not required for one to utter
the sentences truthfully.
The progressive with achievement verbs when possible also give
rise to the imperfective paradox (Dowty
2
1979). (8)a, for instance, does
not entail that the old man died; he might have recovered and is still
alive.
(8) a. The old man was dying
b. John is winning the race
However, its semantics is rather different from that of accomplishment
progressive. This stems from the lexical meanings of accomplishment
and achievement verbs. Accomplishment verbs are often analyzed to
have activity periods plus result states (Dowty 1979). Accomplishment
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progressive is true when the subject is engaged in the relevant activity.
Achievement verbs are punctual with no activity periods. What sen-
tences like (8) mean can be paraphrased as ‘about to’ (Rothstein 1998,
attributed to Cinque p.c.).
(9) a. The old man was about to die
b. John is about to win the race
Noun-modifying participle with achievement verbs have similar mean-
ings.
(10) a. The old man dying on the bed was John
b. The man winning the race is John
These sentences do not entail the completion of relevant event and they
may be paraphrased with about to.
The data above clearly suggest a unified analysis of the -ing mor-
pheme and that it is responsible for the observed phenomena. However,
there are data that suggests the contrary. Stative predicates like know
and resemble behave differently than eventive predicates used above
with respect to the participial morpheme -ing. As noted in Williams
(1975), stative predicates are compatible with the participial morpheme
-ing when used as noun-modifying participles but not when used in pro-
gressive sentences.
(11) a. The man knowing the system can usually cheat easily
b. There was a woman resembling my mother at the conference
(12) a.* The man is knowing the system
b.* A woman was resembling my mother
Williams presented the data as an argument against whiz deletion, but
they are problematic to any one-ing-morpheme analysis.
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Not all stative predicates are incompatible with the progressive,
however. Further complication comes from stative verbs lie, stand, and
sit.
(13) a. The book was lying on the table
b. The glass is sitting near the edge
Verbs like lie, stand, and sit when used as in (13) pass stative tests (see
Dowty 1979) and therefore are considered to be stative. Yet they permit
the progressive.
The stative verb resemble sometimes occur with the progressive,
too.
(14) a. John is resembling his father more and more
b.* John is resembling his father
(Cf. John resembles his father)
Resemble also pass stative tests, and is usually ungrammatical with the
progressive ((14)b). It is compatible with the progressive, however, when
used with a modifier like more and more. (14) contrasts with the follow-
ing example with
3
know.
(15) a.* John is knowing his girlfriend
b.* John is knowing his girlfriend more and more
Adding more and more does not save the progressive with know.
Finally, a one -ing analysis has to account for temporal and aspec-
tual variations exhibited by noun-modifying participles. Quirk et al.
(1985) report that there are more than a few ways to paraphrase a sen-
tence with a noun-modifying participle by using a relative clause.
(16) a. The person writing reports is my colleague
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b. The person who ⎧ will write ⎫ reports is my colleague 
 
 
will be writing
 
 
 
 writes  
 
 is writing
 
 
 
 
wrote  
 
⎩was writing ⎭
Paraphrases with the perfect and the progressive perfect are also possi-
ble, as reported in Close (
4
1975).
(17) a. The boys shouting the loudest are the winners
b. The boys who⎧
 
have shouted ⎫ 
 
the loudest are the winners
⎩have been shouting⎭
Apparently, these paraphrase possibilities are problematic to a simple
transformational analysis like whiz deletion. But any analysis of noun-
modifying participles has to account for these temporal and aspectual
variation.
To sum up, different facts concerning noun-modifying participles
and the progressive seem to suggest different directions. The imperfec-
tive paradox observed in both noun-modifying participles and progres-
sive sentences with accomplishment and achievement verbs suggest
that the V-ing forms in these constructions have the same semantics
and that the -ing morpheme is responsible for it. On the other hand, the
fact that some statives like know may combine with -ing in when func-
tioning as noun-modifying participles but not when in progressive sen-
tences seem to suggest the opposite direction: The -ing morpheme in the
progressive has semantic contribution which makes it incompatible with
statives while the -ing morpheme in noun-modifying participles is there
because verb phrases, unlike adjective and prepositional phrases, cannot
modify a noun (as the ungrammaticality of *the man build a house over
there is my uncle.)
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2. The semantics of the participial morpheme -ing
2.1. Some semantic and syntactic background assumptions
The model I assume includes the following:
(18) Ontology
a. D, a set of individuals,
b. W, a set of possible worlds
c. I, a set of intervals
d. E, a set of eventualities,
e. EV, a subset of E, a set of eventive eventualities (events), and
f. ST, a subset of E, a set of stative eventualities (states).
(19) Basic semantic types
e, s, i, e*, ev, and st.
(20) Semantic domains variables used
a. De＝D x, y, z . . .
b. Ds＝W w, w’ . . .
c. Di＝I t, t’ . . .
d. De＊＝E e, e’ . . .
e. Dev＝EV E, E’ . . .
f. Dst＝ST S, S’ . . .
Before going into the semantics of noun-modifying participles, I
would like to discuss the semantics of modification in general. Since we
assume the eventuality-based semantics, all predicates, including nouns
and adjectives are assumed to be predicates of eventualities. For in-
stance:
(21) a． [[cat]]g＝λx∈D. [λS∈Dst. [λw. ∈Ds. S is a state of x’s being a
cat in w]]
b． [[gray]]g＝λx∈D. [λS∈Dst. [λw. ∈Ds. S is a state of x’s being
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PartP
PRO
λi Part’
-ing VP
t i V’
gray in w]]
The semantics of modification is understood as intersection:
(22) [[gray cat]]g＝λx∈D. [λS∈Dst. [λw. ∈Ds. S is a state of x’s being
a cat and gray in w]]
For the syntax of participles, I assume that the participle morpheme -
ing projects its own projection, which I call ‘PartP’ (Participle Phrase)
and takes a bare VP as its complement, as the infinitival morpheme to
is assumed to. The subject of the VP may be covert, as in cases like
noun-modifying participles or overt, as in cases like absolute construc-
tions (e.g. My mom being sick, I have to cook for my little brothers).
Either way, I assume that the subject generated in the Spec of VP
moves to the Spec of PartP. The entire structure of a participle looks
like the following:
(23)
I assume that variable binding involves lambda abstraction. The binder
index of a moved element, such as the index i on the PRO in (23),
serves as an lambda abstractor over variables with the same index.
Moreover, following Heim and Kratzer (1998), I assume that PRO is se-
mantically vacuous. Thus PartPs denote functions from individuals to
properties of eventualities.
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2.2. The semantics of -ing
Predicates like cross-the-street denotes functions from individuals to
properties of events while predicates like woman denote functions from
individuals to properties of states:
(24) a． [[cross-the-street]]g＝λx∈D. [λE∈Dev. [λw. ∈Ds. E is an
event of x’s crossing the street in w]]
b． [[woman]]g＝λx∈D. [λS∈Dst. [λw. ∈Ds. S is a state of x’s be-
ing a woman in w]]
They denote different types of functions, and therefore their intersection
is null. If the denotation of phrases like woman crossing the street is the
intersection of the denotation of woman and that of crossing the street,
one of the tasks that has to be carried out by the morpheme -ing is to
stativize predicates that denote sets of
5
events. Formally, I propose the
following denotation for -ing:
(25) [[-ing]]g＝λP∈D<e*, <s, t>>. [λS∈Dst. [λw. ∈Ds. for some eventuality e
∈De* such that P(e)(w)＝1, G(e)＝S]], where G(e) is
 
{S’: S’ is a
stative part of
6
e}.
The morpheme -ing operates on the VP denotation and turns properties
of eventualities into properties of states which is the sum of stative
parts of the original eventualities. For instance, we have the predicate
cross-the-street in (23), its denotation is the following:
(26) [[[PartP PRO λ i [-ing [VP ti cross-the street]]]]]g＝λx∈D. [λS∈Dst.
[λw. ∈Ds. for some eventuality e∈De* such that e is an eventual-
ity of g(i)’s crossing the street in w, G(e)＝S]]
(or λx∈D. [λS∈Dst. [λw. ∈Ds. S is a state of g(i)’s crossing the
street in w]] for abbreviation.)
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Assuming that all verb phrases denote properties of eventualities
(whether eventive or stative), it does not put any restriction on which
verb is or is not compatible with the morpheme -ing. This produces a
welcome prediction since we find the -ing morpheme with verbs of any
aspectual class, as in knowing (stative), running (activity), crossing the
street (accomplishment), and reaching the summit (achievement).
I argue that the syntax of the V-ing form is uniformly like the tree
in (23) and its semantics is like the denotation in (26), whether it ap-
pears in progressive sentences or noun-modifying participles. In the fol-
lowing two subsections, I will examine the truth conditions of sentences
with noun-modifying participles and progressive sentences.
2.2.1. Interpretation of noun-modifying participles
I have argued that when PRO is generated as the subject, participial
phrases denote functions from individuals to properties of states, of type
<e, <st, <s, t>>>. This is the same type as adjectives and is the type
that functions as a noun-modifier. Thus, assuming the structure like the
one in (27)b for the subject of sentences like (27)a, we are able to calcu-
late the denotation up to the NP level at this point.
(27) a. The woman crossing the street is my mother
b. [DP the [NP woman [PartP PRO λ i [ti cross the stree]]]]
(28) [[NP]]g＝λx∈D. [λS∈Dst. [λw. ∈Ds. S is a state of g(i)’s being a
woman and crossing the street]]
At the level of NP, nothing is said about the temporal interpretation of
the two predicates woman and crossing the street. How is it determined?
How is the variable S bound and temporally located?
Under the assumption that the interpretation of a modifier plus a
modifiee is intersection, determining the temporal interpretation of a
modifier and that of modifiee goes together. Thus, any theory on the
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temporal interpretation of nouns is directly applicable here. I follow Enç
(1981) and Musan (1995) and assume that the temporal interpretation
of noun phrases is independent of the tense of the clause they appear
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in. I also follow Musan in that determiners are responsible for deter-
mining the temporal interpretation of noun phrases. Specifically, I pro-
pose the following denotation for the determiner
8
the.
(29) [[the]]g(P∈D<e, <st,<s, t>>>) is only defined when there is a unique indi-
vidual x such that there is a state S and there is a world w such
that P(x)(S)(w).
When defined, [[the]]g(P) denotes that unique individual.
Let us now come back to (27)a and see how the temporal interpretation
is derived. Suppose that (27)a, uttered by me, pointing to a woman
crossing the street. According to the definedness condition, the truth
value of the sentence (27)a is only defined when there is a unique indi-
vidual in a state of being a woman and crossing the street. the context
just provided satisfies the condition. Then the sentence is true when the
unique woman is my mother.
According to this semantics of the, the state variable S is existen-
tially bound and its temporal location is not specified. This allow certain
variability in the temporal interpretation of noun phrases. Recall that
the sentence (30)a may be uttered in different situations, and its mean-
ing can be paraphrased with a relative clause as in (30)b.
(30) a. The person writing reports is my colleague
Kiyomi Kusumoto４６
b. The person who⎧ will write ⎫ reports is my colleague
 
 will be writing
 
 
 
 writes
 
 
 
 is writing
 
 
 
 wrote
 
 
 
⎩was writing
 
⎭
Similarly to the above a case, when the speaker is pointing to a person
writing reports at the time of utterance, the definedness condition is
satisfied and what the speaker intends to mean is something like the
person who is now writing reports is my colleague. but there are other
situations in which the definedness condition can be satisfied. For in-
stance, when there is a mutual understanding between the speaker and
the hearer that there is one person who writes annual reports, then the
definedness condition is satisfied, and the appropriate paraphrase would
be the person who writes reports is my colleague. Or when the speaker
and the hearer is discussing about next year’s reports, then (30)a should
mean something like the person who will write reports is my colleague.
Similarly for (31):
(31) a. The boys shouting the loudest are the winners
b. The boys who⎧
 
have shouted ⎫
 
the loudest are the winners
⎩have been shouting⎭
2.2.2. The progressive and stativity
The most problematic fact under the current proposal is the ungram-
maticality of progressive statives. If the -ing morpheme is semantically
compatible with statives, why are certain statives are not good with the
progressive?
I argue that it is because the truth conditions of these sentences are
identical to those of their non-progressive counterparts. Since the func-
tion G takes an eventuality of any type and gives a state, it vacuously
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applies to states. In other words, both x know the answer and x knowing
the answer denotes the property of states of x’s knowing the answer. As-
suming be in the progressive is semantically vacuous, it follows that
they have the same truth conditions. And due to the blocking effects, I
argue, the progressive with stative predicates is judged ungrammatical.
This effect is not seen is the case of noun-modifying participles. Un-
like adjectival and prepositional phrases, verb phrases themselves
(without the -ing morpheme) cannot be used as modifiers; sentences like
the man know the answer can cheat easily are ungrammatical for morph
-syntactic reasons.
Another problematic observation regarding statives is that not al
statives behave alike. If we are right in arguing that progressive sta-
tives are bad because they have the same truth conditions as their non-
stative counterparts, why are statives like lie and stand good with the
progressive?
Taylor (1977) and Dowty (1979) argue that predicates are classified
into two classes: interval and non-interval predicates. Interval predi-
cates are predicates that cannot be true at an instant. For instance, the
predicate John build a house cannot be true at an instant. Stative
predicates are often considered to have sub-interval properties; if a sta-
tive predicate p is true at an interval t, it is also the case that p is true
at any t’ that is a sub-interval of t. This makes stative predicates non-
interval predicates. Taylor and Dowty claim, however, that not all sta-
tive predicates are non-interval predicates and that predicates like lie,
stand, and sit are interval predicates. Dowty gives the following judg-
ment to support this view. Suppose that a book is being slid across jux-
taposed tables of the same height. One can truthfully utter, “The book is
on this table,” when the book is on the relevant table (while moving).
But one cannot truthfully say in the same situation, “The book lies on
this table.” Dowty argues that it is because for an object to be truthfully
predicated of lie it has to remain stationary for more than one moment.
Predicates like know, on the other hand, are non-interval predicates;
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they can be true at an instant.
If this classification of predicates are on the right track, then it fol-
lows from the current analysis of -ing that these two classes of stative
predicate behave differently with respect to the (in)compatibility with
the progressive. The predicates John know the answer and John (be)
knowing the answer denote the same function while the predicates the
book lie on the table and the book (be) lying on the table do not. A state
of the book remaining stationary on the table for an instant would be in
the denotation of the latter but not the former.
On a similar vein, resemble is analyzed as a non-interval predicate
while resemble more and more is analyzed as an interval predicate since
in order for something to occur more and more, it is necessary to take
longer than an instant (Zucchi 1998). If this is correct, the same expla-
nation as above can be given to the following contrast.
(32) a.* John is resembling his father
b. John is resembling his father more and more
(32)a is bad since its truth conditions are identical to those of the sen-
tence John resembles his father, while the truth conditions of (32)b are
different from those of John resembles his father more and more.
Finally, there is a contrast between progressive statives that are
saved by more and more and those that are not.
(33) a. John is resembling his father more and more
b.* John is knowing his girlfriend more and more
I argue that the contrast is not about the compatibility of progressive
statives with more and more. The following contrast shows that the sta-
tive verb know is incompatible with more and more.
(34) a. John resembled his father more and more in the last few
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years
b.* John knew his girlfriend more and more in the last few years
(Cf. John came to know his girlfriend more and more in the last
few years)
I do not have an explanation why resemble but not know is compatible
with more and more.
But this fact suggests that the contrast in (33) is not a matter of the
progressive and more and more but of certain statives with more and
more.
A similar example noted in Zucchi can be given the same explana-
tion. The verb be is sometimes incompatible with the progressive, as
shown in (35)a. Examples like this do not improve with more and more.
(35) a.* The river is being noisy
b.* The river is being noisier and noisier as each day goes by
The ungrammaticality of (35)b, like the ungrammaticality of (33)b,
should not be reduced to the incompatibility of the progressive statives
with more and more, but to the incompatibility of the verb be with more
and more, as the following example shows:
(36) * The river is noisier and noisier as each day goes by
3. The imperfective paradox
3.1. Previous solutions to the paradox
The fact that the sentence (37)a does not entail the sentence (37)b was
considered to be paradoxical under certain analyses of the progressive.
(37) a. Mary was crossing the street
b. Mary crossed the street
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For instance, Bennett and Partee (1972) define the denotation of the
progressive operator, Prog, as follows using interval semantics:
(38) [[Prog φ ]] is true at an interval t iff [[φ ]] is true at an interval t’
such that t⊆t’.
According to this analysis, (37) is true at a past interval t when Mary
cross the street is true at another past interval t’ such that t⊆t’. It
seems that the theory wrongly predicts that (37)a entails (37)b. I said
“it seems” because it all depends on how we define the semantics of the
bare predicate cross the street. Researchers who claim Bennett and Par-
tee’s analysis runs into a paradox seem to define the semantics of a
predicate like cross the street as follows:
(39) [[cross-the-street]](x) is true at an interval t iff x starts crossing
the street at the beginning moment of t and finishes it at the
last moment of t.
[[cross-the-street]](x) is not true at any sub-interval of t.
Given (39), analyses like Bennett and Partee’s predict that (37)a entails
(37)b.
A similar problem arises in the case of noun-modifying participles if
we analyze the participial morpheme -ing parallel to the one given for
the progressive. To be concrete, suppose that women (and similarly for
cross-the-street) denotes the function f from individuals to sets of inter-
vals (i.e., of type <e, <i, t>>) such that for any individual x and interval
t, f(x)(t) is true when x is a woman at t, and -ing denotes the function g
from functions of the type <e, <i, t>> to functions of the type <e, <i, t>>
such that for any function h of the type <e, <i, t>>, any individual x,
and interval t, g(h)(x)(t) is true iff there is an interval t’ such that t⊆t’
and g(h)(t’) is true. This wrongly predicts that phrases like the man
building a house entails the completion of the house-building event.
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Many solutions have been proposed to the imperfective paradox in
the progressive (for instance, Dowty 1979, Parsons 1990, and Landman
1992). With no or slight modification these analyses also account for the
imperfective paradox in noun-modifying participles. The analyses may
be classified into two: Extensional analysis proposed in Parsons, and in-
tensional analysis by Dowty and Landman.
3.1.1. Parsons (1990)
Parsons takes what Zucchi (1999) calls an incomplete-event approach
for the denotation of bare predicates. He states:
If John crosses the street and reaches the other side, then he is the
subject of a crossing that culminates; if he gets half way across and
is then struck down by a truck he is, for a while, the subject of
crossing that does not culminates. In a non-progressive event sen-
tence, the sentence requires for its truth that the eventuality picked
out by the verb culminates; a progressive event sentence requires
only that the eventuality “go on” for a while (p.170).
This means that the events in the denotation of bare predicates are not
necessarily complete ones. Specifically, Parsons translates progressive
sentences like (40)a as in (40)b. (Parsons assumes that whenever an
event e is in progress, there is a corresponding state of affairs, “that e is
in progress” (p.234). IP-state is a function that takes an event and
yields its corresponding in-progress state.)
(40) a. Ana was crossing the street
b．∃e∃t[t < now & crossing(e) & Agent(e)＝Ana & Theme(e)＝
the street & Hold(IP-state(e), t)]
Since the translation only says of an event (which may be incomplete)
that it holds at an interval, it makes the analysis immune to the imper-
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fective paradox.
Such an analysis has to deal with simple past sentences differently,
since they do entail completion of the relevant events. This is problem-
atic to Parsons’ theory; if bare predicates’ denotations include both com-
plete and incomplete events, why does the sentence (41)a entail that
Ana did in fact finish crossing the street? Parsons introduces an opera-
tor Cul (for culmination), and claims that simple past sentences are
translated with it, as shown in the following:
(41) a. Ana crossed the street
b．∃e∃t[t < now & crossing(e) & Agent(e)＝Ana & Theme(e)＝
the street & Cul(e, t)]
Parsons is not specific about what introduces the operators Hold and
Cul. Perhaps it is safe to assume that Hold is introduced by the pro-
gressive aspect and Cul is introduced by the perfective aspect, whose
semantics is defined as follows:
(42) a． [[Prog]]＝λP∈D<e*, t>. [λ t∈Di. there is an event e such that P
(e) and Hold(IP-state(e), t)]
b． [[Perf]]＝λP∈D<e*, t>. [λ t∈Di. there is an event e such that P
(e) and Cul(e, t)]
The sentences in (40)a and (41)a have the following structures respec-
tively.
(43) a. [Past [Prog [VP Ana cross the street]]
b. [Past [Perf [VP Ana cross the street]]
Assuming that the following semantics of the past tense, we arrive at
the truth conditions like (40)b and (41)b compositionally.
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(44) [[Past]]＝λP∈D<i, t>. there is a time t such that t < now and P(t).
3.1.2. Landman (1992)
Under Landman’s theory, the imperfective paradox arises due to the se-
mantics of the progressive operator PROG. PROG relates events (or
more accurately stages of events) to sets of events. Intuitively a progres-
sive sentence is true when there is a stage of event which gets com-
pleted in a reasonably close world.
More specifically, he assumes that PROG is introduced by the
morpheme -ing and that it is a VP operator. Its semantics is given be-
low:
(45) a． [[-ing]]w,g＝λP∈D<e,<e*, t>> [λe∈D. [λe∈De*. PROG(e)(P)]
b． [[PROG(e, P)]]w,g＝1 iff ∃e’∃w’[<e’, w’>∈CON(g(e), w) &
[[P]]w’,g(e’)＝1, where CON(g(e),w) is the continuation branch of
g(e) in
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w.
Landman’s translation of a progressive sentence is given below:
(46) a. Mary was crossing the street
b．∃e[τ (e) < now & PROG(e’, λe’[cross(e’) & Agent(e’)＝Mary &
Theme(e’)＝the street])]
Landman’s assumption is that the predicate cross-the-street have only
complete events in its denotation. The imperfective meaning of progres-
sive sentences come from the operator PROG.
Unlike Parsons’, Landman’s theory does not have to say much
about simple past sentences. The fact that sentences like the one below
entail the completion of the event follows directly from the assumption
that bare predicates denote sets of complete events (only).
(47) a. Ana crossed the street
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b．∃e[τ (e) < now & cross(e) & Agent(e)＝Ana & Theme(e)＝the
street]
3.1.3. Noun-modifying participles in Parsons’ and Landman’s
theories
The two analyses may be straightforwardly extended to cases with noun
-modifying participles. It seems reasonable to assume that the mor-
pheme -ing used in progressive sentences and that used in noun-
modifying participles are synonymous (or that they are one and the
same morpheme). Then the -ing morpheme in noun-modifying partici-
ples introduces the operator Hold in Parsons’ theory and the operator
PROG in Landman’s theory, which gives rise to the imperfective mean-
ing.
3.1.4. The problem of indirect access
The problem of indirect access, as Zucchi (1999) calls, is a problem of
determining the truth conditions of bare (uninflected) predicates. Given
the compositional nature of natural language, determining the truth
conditions of bare predicates is necessary to determine those of natural
language sentences. We have only indirect evidence for them, however,
since they do not occur independently. Researchers make different as-
sumptions about the truth conditions of bare predicates. For instance, in
analyzing the semantics of the progressive, Parsons (1990) assumes that
both incomplete and complete events are in the denotation of bare
predicates while Landman (1992) analyzes bare predicates as denoting
sets of completed events only.
Zucchi calls the former an incomplete event approach and the latter
a complete event approach. Some theories of the progressive (or other
temporal and aspectual constructions) are compatible only with one or
the other. For instance, as is clear by now, Parsons’ theory of the pro-
gressive is compatible only with the incomplete-event approach. Thus, if
we find evidence to choose Parsons’ theory of the progressive over Land-
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t j crossing the street
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man’s, for instance, it counts as indirect evidence for the incomplete-
event approach for the denotation of bare predicates. Below, I show that
to the extent that the current analysis of the semantics of -ing in noun-
modifying participles and the progressive, it supports indirectly the
incomplete-event approach.
3.2. The imperfective paradox under the current proposal
I adopt an incomplete-event approach of Parsons’. In the denotation of
cross-the-street, for instance, includes both complete and incomplete
events of crossing the street. That is, if e is a complete event of crossing
the street, then all the sub-event of e is in the denotation.
(48) [[cross-the-street]]g＝λx∈D. [λE∈Dev. [λw. ∈Ds. E is a (possibly
incomplete) event of x’s crossing the street in w]]
For the syntax of the progressive, I assume the following:
(49) a. Mary is crossing the street
b.
The verb be takes a PartP as its complement. The subject of the embed-
ded verb cross-the-street is overtly generated and moves up to the Spec
of TP through the Spec of PartP. I assume that be is semantically vacu-
ous (but see the discussion below). Above VP, we have AspP and TP.
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Here is the inventory of Tense and Aspect.
(50) Tense {PRES(ent), PAST}
Aspect {IMP(erfective), PERF(ective)}
I follow Krazter (1998) and assume that one of the contributions that
aspect heads make is to turn properties of eventualities into properties
of times. Furthermore, I propose that the imperfective aspect, IMP, is
responsible for introducing the operator Hold in the sense of Parsons.
(51) [[IMP]]g＝λP∈D<st,<s, t>> [λ t∈Di. [λw∈Ds. there is a state S such
that P(S)(w)＝1 & Hold(S, t, w, P)＝1]]
The Hold relation should be understood as follows:
(52) Hold(S, t, w, P)＝1 iff for all intervals such that t’⊆t, there is a
State S’ such that S’  S & τ (S’)＝t’ & P(S’)(w)＝1.
Tense relates properties of times to properties of times. Specifically, I
propose the following for the semantics of the present tense, PRES:
(53) [[PRES]]g＝λP∈D<i, <s, t>>. λ t∈Di. λw∈Ds. there is a time t’ such
that t’⊆t & P(t)(w)＝1]
Sentences denote properties of times, i.e., functions from times to propo-
sitions. To evaluate the truth value of a sentence with respect to the ac-
tual world at the time of utterance, the sentence denotation takes t0, the
time of utterance, and w0, the utterance world.
(54) [[(49)b]]g(t0)(w0)＝1 iff there is a time t such that there s a state S
such that for some e’ such that e’ is an event of Mary’s crossing
the street in w0, G(e’)＝S, Hold(S, t, w0, P), and τ (S)⊆t0.
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Perfective sentences like Mary crossed the street have the operator
PERF instead of IMP. Unlike IMP, which takes properties of states,
PERF takes properties of events and gives properties of times.
(55) [[PERF]]g＝λP∈D<ev,<s, t>>. [λ t∈Di. [λw∈Ds. there is an event E
such that P(E)(w)＝1 & Cul(E, w, P)＝1]]
The notion of culmination should be understood in the following way.
(56) Cul(E, w, P)＝1 iff there is no event E’ such that E < E’ & P(E’)
(w)＝1.
This explains why progressive sentences behave like sentences with a
stative predicate and why there is a contrast between progressive and
non-progressive sentences like the one below:
(57) a. Bill was sick. In fact, he is still sick.
b. Bill was running. In fact, he is still running
c.# Bill ran. In fact, he is still running.
Unlike accomplishment and achievement predicates, which have an in-
herent end-point defined in their lexical meaning, activity predicates are
upward homogeneous. Thus, the world knowledge should not prevent us
saying the first sentence in (57)c truthfully by referring to a smaller
event of Bill’s running that obtains in the past and continue saying the
second sentence. What is infelicitous in (57)c, according to the current
proposal, is that the truth conditions of the first sentence require that
the relevant event be culminated in the past. Saying of an event that it
culminates and at the same time is still going on is contradictory.
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3.3. Further implementations
3.3.1. Problems
There are many issues surrounding the semantics of the progressive
that makes the task of figuring out its exact semantics extremely hard.
Beside the imperfective paradox, there are two that need to be men-
tioned here since they are problematic to an extensional theory of the
progressive like Parsons’ theory and the current proposal.
First, let us consider the problems of (non)interruptions. The imper-
fective paradox arises in sentences like the following.
(58) Mary was crossing the street
The sentence may be truthfully uttered both in a situation where Mary
actually got to the other side of the street and in a situation where
Mary got hit by a truck in the middle of the street and never finished
crossing the street. The speaker’s knowledge about what happens to
Mary afterward is irrelevant to the truth or the falsity of the sentence.
This is not true of all progressive sentences with accomplishment predi-
cates, however. Consider the following example in the two situations
given below:
(59) Mary was crossing the Atlantic Ocean
(60) a. First scenario: Mary gets into the water in France and starts
swimming across the Atlantic, aiming to get to North Amer-
ica. But after a few hundred meters, she gets tired and stops
swimming.
b. Second scenario: Mary gets into the water in France and
starts swimming across the Atlantic, aiming to get to North
America. Magically, she manages to cross the Atlantic and
arrives at Boston.
On the first scenario, the sentence (59) is judged false whereas it may
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be truthfully uttered on the second scenario. Landman states; if you ask
me (watching a tape of Mary made after half an hour of swimming),
“What was she doing there?” I could answer truthfully, “Well, I would
never have believed at the time, but in fact she was swimming the At-
lantic Ocean.” (p.15). This shows that sometimes the speaker’s knowl-
edge about what happens afterward is relevant. An appropriate analysis
of the progressive has to account for this contrast.
Secondly, Landman (1992) points out that resolving the imperfec-
tive paradox by adopting an incomplete-event approach is problematic
when creation verbs are used. Under an incomplete-event approach, pro-
gressive sentences are analyzed as extensional sentences while inten-
sionality is introduced in a complete-event approach. For instance, the
sentence (61)a is given the following translations in these approaches.
(61) a. Ana is building a house
b. Parsons’s translation
∃e∃t[t＝now & building(e) & Agent(e)＝Ana & ∃x[house(x)
& Theme(e)＝x & Hold(e, t)]
c. Landman’s translation
∃e[τ (e)＝now & PROG(e’, λe’.∃x[house(x) & build(e’) &
Agent(e’)＝Ana & Theme(e’)＝x])]
Parsons’ translation entails the existence of a house (at t) while in
Landman’s translation there is no such entailment. The question is
which goes with our intuition. Dowty (1979) argues against an exten-
sional theory of the progressive like Parsons’ based on the intuition that
(61)b does not entail that there is a house. He claims that Ana might
have just started building a house and what exists might be just the
foundations of a house. And therefore Parsons’ prediction is not borne
out. Parsons refutes to Dowty, claiming that sentences like (61)a entail
the existence of the relevant object, but the object is not a complete one.
That is, if Ana is building a house, there is an incomplete house. The
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claim is justified, Parsons claims, since language users are willing to
call an incomplete house a house.
Accepting Parsons’ claim about incomplete objects, Landman pre-
sents a different example that poses a problem to an extensional theory
of the progressive:
(62) God was creating a unicorn, when he changed his mind
Suppose that the creation of creatures by God involves a certain process
at the end of which a creature suddenly comes into existence in a flash.
In a situation in which God started the process of creating a unicorn,
but changed his mind before the last moment when a unicorn magically
appears, native speakers judge the sentence (62) true. This intuition
cannot be explained in an extensional theory like Parsons’; there is no
object which we can call an ‘incomplete unicorn’.
3.3.2. Implementation
Zucchi (1999) suggests to intensionalize creation verbs to overcome
the second problem noted above, and this is what I am going to do, too.
I adopt, however, Zimmerman’s (1993) analysis and assume that inten-
sional verbs take properties of individuals as their object. I also differ
from Zucchi in that I incorporate Landman’s (1992) notion of PROG into
the denotation of creation verbs.
(63) a. [[(a) house]]g＝λx∈D. [λS∈Dst. [λw. ∈Ds. S is a state of x’s
being a house in w]]
b. [[build]]g＝λP∈D<e, <st, <s, t>>. [λx∈D. [λE∈Dev. [λw. ∈Ds. PROG
(E, w, λE’λw’∃S∃y. P(x)(S)(w’) and E’ is an event of x’s
building y in w’)]]]
Applying (63)b to (63)a, and then to the subject noun phrase, say Mary,
the VP Mary build a house denotes the property of events that are
The Semantics of Participial -ing ６１
stages of events which brings about the existence of a house in a rea-
sonably close world.
(64) [[build a house]]g([[Mary]]g)＝λE∈Dev. [λw∈Ds. [PROG(E, w,
λE’λw’∃S∃y[S is a state of y’s being a house in w’ and E’ is an
event of x’s building y in w’])]]
We predict from this that progressive sentences with a creation verb
like Mary is building a house do not entail the existence of a house. It
merely asserts that a certain state holds in the world of evaluation that
is stative parts of an event which is a stage of an event that brings
about the existence of a house in a continuation branch of the evalu-
ation world.
We may extend this analysis of creation verbs to other accomplish-
ment predicates like cross.
(65) [[cross]]g＝λx∈D. [λy∈D. [λE∈Dev. [λw. ∈Ds. PROG(E, w,
λE’λw’∃S[S is a state of y’ being the other side of x in w’ and E
is an event of y’s crossing x in w’])]]]
This solves, as Landman’s analysis does, the problems of (non)interrup-
tions. We have seen that we may truthfully utter the sentence (66)
whether we know she successfully got to the other side of the street or
was hit by a truck and never finished crossing the street.
(66) Mary was crossing the street
According to Landman, this is because even when Mary’s crossing the
street stops due to a truck that hit her, we may reasonably conclude
that in the closest world in which the truck does not hit her, she gets to
the other side of the street.
This is not the case for (67).
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(67) Mary was crossing the Atlantic ocean
Suppose that Mary gets into water, swims for five minutes, and sinks.
In the closest world in which Mary does not sink after five minutes, she
probably sinks after seven minutes, given her swimming ability. In the
next closest world she sinks after seven and half minutes, and so on. In
order to reach a world in which Mary gets to the other side of the
Ocean, we must come too far from the original evaluation world. There-
fore, the sentence is judged false. On the second scenario in which Mary
magically manages to swim across the Atlantic, the continuation branch
does not stop before she gets to the other side of the Ocean. (67) is
judged true.
Intensionalizing accomplishment predicates using the notion of
PROG proposed in Landman makes the current theory similar to Land-
man’s theory in its predicative power. The difference between the two is
where the intensionality comes from. It comes from the progressive op-
erator in Landman’s analysis, while it originates in the lexical meaning
of certain verbs in the current analysis. Landman argues, based on the
contrast below, that creation verbs are not intensional.
(68) a. Nancy was looking for a unicorn
b. Nancy looked for a unicorn
(69) a. Mary was building a house
b. Mary built a house
True intensional verbs like look for do not entail the existence of indi-
viduals denoted by their object NPs, whether in progressive sentences or
perfective sentences, as in (68). Neither sentence entails that there is a
unicorn. Creation verbs are different in this respect. (69)a does not en-
tail that there is a house but (69)b does. From this, Landman concludes
that the intensionality should come from the progressive operator.
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Zucchi (1999) argues against this conclusion. He claims that the
contrast above does not show that creation verbs are not intensional. It
merely shows that they are not intensional in the same sense as verbs
like look for. Zucchi argues that creation verbs are subject to what he
calls the Building Principle, which roughly says that when an event de-
noted by a creation verb culminates in a world, then the theme of the
verb is realized in that
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world.
Here I propose a slightly different version of Zucchi’s idea. Accom-
plishment predicates denote properties of events that bring about cer-
tain states. Let us call those states target states. For instance, in the
denotation of Mary build a house, the target states are states in which
there is a house.
(70) [[Mary build a house]]g＝λE∈Dev. [λw∈Ds. [PROG(E, w, λE’λw’
∃S∃y[S is a state of y’s being a house in w’ and E’ is an event
of x’s building y in w’])]]
I propose to incorporate the notion of target states into the definition
(71) a． [[PERF]]g＝λP∈D<ev,<s, t>>. [λ t∈Di. [λw∈Ds. there is an event
E such that P(E)(w)＝1 & Cul(E, w, P)＝1]]
b. Cul(E, w, P)＝1 iff (i) there is no event E’ such that E < E’ &
P(E’)(w)＝1, and (ii) when E is an event whose target state is
defined, there is an interval t’ such that t < t’ & there is a
state S such that Hold(S, t’, w, λS’λw’[S’ is a target state of e
in w’])＝1.
Recall the definition of Hold, repeated below:
(72) Hold(S, t, w, P)＝1 iff for all intervals such that t’⊆t, there is a
State S’ such that S’  S & τ (S’)＝t’ & P(S’)(w)＝1.
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This correctly predicts that when an event which has a target state cul-
minates in a world, then the target state is realized in that world.
The proposal made here is greatly inspired by Zucchi’s and is very
similar. However, it differs from Zucchi in that the difference between
creation verbs and ‘true’ intensional verbs like look for observed above
follows from their semantics: creation verbs are accomplishment verbs
while verbs like look for are activity verbs. The following contrast shows
that look for is an activity predicate (see Dowty 1979):
(73) a. John looked for a unicorn for an hour
b.??John looked for a unicorn in an hour
(74) a.??John built a house for six months
b. John built a house in six months
It has been said that accomplishment predicates have an inherent end-
point built in their lexical meaning. In the current proposal, it means
that those predicates have a target state. Unlike creation verbs (and
other accomplishment verbs), verbs like look for do not have a target
state, and are therefore not subject to the second condition for culmina-
tion. An event of one’s looking for a unicorn culminates whenever that
person looking
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for.
On Zucchi’s account, it is not clear why only creation verbs are sub-
ject to the building principle. ‘True’ intensional verbs and creation
verbs, on their de dicto readings, are given translations that are exactly
alike.
(75) a. Mary looked for a unicorn
b. ∃e∃I∃t[I < now & t∈I & looking(e) & Agent(e, Mary) &
Theme’(e, ˆλP∃x[unicorn(x) & P(x)]) & Cul(e, t)]
(76) a Mary built a house
b. ∃e∃I∃t[I < now & t∈I & building(e) & Agent(e, Mary) &
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Theme’(e, ˆλP∃x[house(x) & P(x)]) & Cul(e, t)]
If we have the building principle, why not have the looking-for princi-
ple?
4. Back to the problem of indirect access
Landman does not discuss (in)compatibility of the progressive with sta-
tive predicates and is silent about what his theory of the progressive
predicts. Rothstein (1999) argues that Landman’s theory correctly pre-
dicts that the progressive operator should not apply to stative predi-
cates. This is because Landman crucially relies on the notion of event
stages and the fact that activities and accomplishments have them. The
progressive is the functions that takes sets of event stages, and there-
fore, it is undefined for stative predicates that do not have event stages.
Recall, however, that not all stative predicates are incompatible
with the progressive. Especially problematic is the class of verbs like lie
and stand. If we are to pursue Landman/Rothstein approach to the (in)-
compatibility of the progressive with stative predicates, we must ana-
lyze know and resemble as ‘pure’ statives with no event stages but lie
and stand as ‘eventive’ statives with event stages. This might be a plau-
sible story since there is a well-known distinction between verbs like
know and verbs like lie, namely, individual-level and stage-level distinc-
tion. But I do not know how it should relates to the notion of stages. In
any case, burden of proof is on their side.
Secondly, it is not clear how the analysis extends to the compatibil-
ity of -ing with stative verbs like know in noun-modifying participles. If
we assume that -ing in the progressive and noun-modifying participles
is one and the same morpheme, and the ungrammaticality of sentences
like John is knowing the answer is attributed to verbs like know not
having stages, as Rothstein claims, then we predict that noun-modifying
participles with statives are also ungrammatical. We may discard our
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first assumption and assume instead that -ing in noun-modifying parti-
ciples does not make much semantic contribution: it merely makes it
possible for a verb phrase to behave as a modifier. This easily accounts
for the different behavior of -ing in the progressive and noun-modifying
participles: they are different morphemes which happen to look alike.
This analysis, however, fails to account for similarities in the interpre-
tation of the V-ing forms in the progressive and noun-modifying partici-
ples. They both give rise to the imperfective paradox. If bare predicates
of accomplishment denotes sets of complete events only, then the imper-
fective paradox has to be attributed to the semantic contribution of -ing.
The current proposal on the other hand explains both similarities
and differences between the behaviors of -ing in the progressive and
noun-modifying participles. If we may conclude based on this that the
current analysis is superior to Landman’s, it gives indirect evidence for
the incomplete-event analysis of bare predicates.
5. Zucchi on choosing between the complete-
and incomplete-event approaches
Zucchi’s (1999) conclusion is different from ours in choosing between the
complete- and incomplete-event approaches. He argues that the
complete-event approach should be preferred as far as English is con
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cerned. He considers examples with to-infinitives as evidence for his
claim.
(77) a. John wanted to cross the street
b. John promised to cross the street
c. John tried to cross the street
d. John suggested Bill to cross the street
The sentence (77)a, for instance, says that in all worlds compatible with
John’s desires, John crosses the street (i.e., John finishes crossing the
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TP
to AspP
PERF VP
cross the street
street). Zucchi argues that embedded predicates in these constructions
are bare, neither past tensed nor progressivized, and therefore, under
the incomplete-event approach, this is where we expect them to show
vagueness with respect to the completion of the relevant event. In other
words, Zucchi claims that the incomplete-event approach wrongly pre-
dict that sentences like these are true when the relevant event does not
get completed in some of the worlds compatible with what John desires,
promises, etc.
This criticism does not apply to the current theory, however.
Predicates that appear in to-infinitives are not bare, but have a struc-
ture like the following:
(78)
This means that the denotation of the AspP above is the set of culmi-
nated events of crossing the street.
There are other cases in which we seem to find predicates in their
bare forms. Among them is the imperative construction, as in Cross the
street! This too might be considered to be evidence for the complete-
event approach. Under the current approach, however, this is analyzed
as having the perfective aspect, and therefore is expected to have only a
culminated event interpretation.
6. Concluding remarks
In this paper, I have proposed a unified semantics of the participial
morpheme -ing for the progressive and noun-modifying participles. I
have shown that the analysis explains (i) why certain statives but not
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others are incompatible with the progressive, and (ii) why such discrep-
ancy is not found in noun-modifying participles. I have also argued that
the incomplete-event approach for bare predicates has to be assumed for
the analysis to account for the imperfective paradox exhibited both in
the progressive construction and noun-modifying participles. Therefore,
it should be taken as evidence for the incomplete-event approach.
Notes
1 Milsark (1988) argues that the -ing form in examples like following is
preposition-like (p.615).
(i) a. I have little to say regarding his application
b. We have a number of reservations concerning your application
2 Some achievement verbs do not occur with the progressive (see Vendler
1967):
(i) a.# Jane is reaching the summit of the mountain
b.# Mary is noticing the picture
For a semantic analysis of achievement progressive, see Rothstein 1998.
3 This fact is already noted in Zucchi 1998 (p.369, note 21, attributed to a
anonymous referee). He also notes a similar fact in the main text (p.351).
(i) John is resembling to his father more and more as each day goes by
(ii)* This motor is being noisier and noisier as each day goes by
I will come back to this in section 2.2.2.
4 I thank Satomi Sasaki for directing my attention to these references.
5 The idea that the progressive is a stativizer is found in Vlach (1981):
If progressives are statives then there is an explanation for the fact that
statives do not take the progressive. The function of the progressive opera-
tor is to make stative sentences, and therefore, there is no reason for the
progressive to apply to sentences that are already stative (p.274).
6 Cf. What Lewis calls the ‘grinding function’ defined between count and
mass nouns (Pelletier 1979). Landman (1991) defines the grinding function as
follows: (See also Rothstein 1999).
(i) The grinder function is that function g: C → M such that for every c
∈C: g(c)＝
 
{x∈M: xKc}, where
 
is the sum operation and K is the
relation ‘material part of’.
7 Enç and Musan do not agree completely. Enç argues that the temporal
interpretation of all noun phrases is context dependent, and does not depend on
the tense of the clause. On the other hand, Musan claims that some noun
phrases, namely, noun phrases that receive a cardinal interpretation are depend-
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ent on the tense of the clause while presuppositional noun phrases are tempo-
rally independent of the tense of clause.
8 The denotation is a slightly modified version of the one proposed in Kusu-
moto (2000), where interval-based semantics is assumed.
9 Here is how Landman defines the notion of continuation branch (p.26−
27), where R(e, w) is the set of reasonable options for e in w:
The continuation branch for e in w, C(e, w) is the smallest sets of pairs of
events and worlds such that
1. for every event f in w such that e is a stage of f , <f, w>∈C(e, w) ; the
continuation stretch of e in w
2. if the continuation stretch of e in w stops in w, it has a maximal ele-
ment f and f stops in w. Consider the closest world v where f does not
stop:
── if v is not in R(e, w) , the continuation branch stops.
── if v is in R(e, w) , then <f, v>∈C(e, w) . In this case we repeat
the construction:
3. for every g in v such that f is a stage of g, <g, v>∈C(e, w) , the con-
tinuation stretch of e in v;
4. if the continuation stretch of e in v stops, we look at the closest world z
where its maximal element g does not stop:
── if z is not in R(e, w) , the continuation branch stops.
── if z is in R(e, w) , then <g, z>∈C(e, w) , and we continue as
above.
10 The Building Principle (Zucchi 1999, p.189):
(i) ∀e∀t∀x∀Q[[uilding(e) & Agent(e, x) & Cul(e, t)] → [Theme’(e, Q)
↔
ˆ
Qλy(Theme*(e, y))], where Theme* is an abbreviation for λeλx
[Theme’(e, ˆλ X[X(x)])]
11 The denotation of look for is something like the following:
(i) [[look-for]]＝λP∈D<e,<st,<s,t>>>. [λx∈De. [λE∈Dev. [λw∈Ds. for all w’ and
E’ such that E is an event of x’s attempting in w and E’ is an event of
x’s succeeding in terms of E in w’, there is an individual y and a state
S such that P(y)(S)(w’) and x finds y in w’
12 Zucchi’s overall conclusion is that both theories are needed to account
for language varieties. He presents different patterns of perfective/imperfective
alternations in Slavic verbs and argues that the patterns are best explained on
the assumption that some verbs have only complete events in their denotations
while others have both complete and incomplete events. For details, see section 6
of Zucchi (1999).
Kiyomi Kusumoto７０
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